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For the needs of foreign readers and interpreters of Serbian literature as a work
of South Slavic literature, and keeping in mind the requirements of modern literary
history and literary criticism, we present the core of ten histories of Serbian literature
created during the last sixteen decades. This work is based on the monograph
IIpezcneo ucmopuja cpncke krounxcesnocmu (The Overview of the Histories of Serbian
Literature). The aspects of interpretation are vividly illustrated by the following
titles: ,,Kputuka xao kynrypa (Ham mpBom Hcmopujom cpncke xrousicegHocmu
ITaBena Jozeda Lladapuxa)” (“Criticism as Culture (On the First History of Serbian
Literature by Pavel Josef Safarik)”), , bpana na Bemmkom pyckom Mopy (IIpezned
ucmopuje cpncke kudcesnocmu A. H. Ilunmmua)” (“A Barrier in the Great Russian
Sea (Overview of the History of Serbian Literature by A. N. Pipin)”), ,,JanycoBa
JIUTIA BEJIMKOT ciiaBHcTe (XWMCTOpHja KIIKEBHOCTH Hapo/ia XpBaTCKoTra U cpockora
Barpocnasa Jaruha)” (“The Janus Faces of the Great Slavist (History of the Literature
of the Croatian and Serbian People by Vatroslav Jagi¢)”), ,,IIpBa cpricka ucropuja
KIbIDKEeBHOCTH Kao kpuTHka (KmmkeBHOTeopujcka mucao Crojana HoBakoBuha)”
(“The First Serbian Literary History as Criticism (The Literary-Theoretical Thought
of Stojan Novakovi¢)”), ,,Cuctemarnzanuja u cuaTe3a 3Hama (JoBan [pumh wmmn
HCTOpHUja KIIKEBHOCTH Ka0 CHHTE3a HapomHor kuBoTra)” (“Systematization and
Synthesis of Knowledge (Jovan Gr¢i¢ or Literary History as a Synthesis of National
Life)”), ,,Mama rpanumna cpricke KimkeBHOCTH (PeBanopuzanuja /lpezieda 1laBna
[TonoBuha)” (“Mapping the Boundaries of Serbian Literature (Reevaluation of Pavle
Popovi¢’s Overview)”), “Ha Tpary ctBapHor u moryher — cmpt hupmmute (Mcropuja
CpIICKE M XpBaTcke KibikeBHOCTH AHApe ['aBpunosuha)” (“On the Trail of the Real
and the Possible — The Death of Cyrillic (History of Serbian and Croatian Literature
by Andra Gavrilovi¢)”), ,,KynTypHOUCTOPH]CKH 1 €CTETHYKN KPUTEPH)YMHU KPUTHKE
(HcTopuja KibMKeBHOCTH Kao HaIMOHAIHU mpojekaT JoBana Ckepnuha)” (“Cultural-
Historical and Aesthetic Criteria of Criticism (Literary History as a National Project
by Jovan Skerli¢)”), ,,Micropuja KiHXKEBHOCTH Kao HapogHAa M BIACTHUTA MCTOpHja
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(HoBu npecex u canprkaj nojma kputuke Tuxomupa Octojuha)” (“Literary History
as National and Personal History (A New Cross-Section and Content of the Concept
of Criticism by Tihomir Ostoji¢)”), ,,KpuTrHka kao cBeCT 0 MOYETKY, TPAIULUjU H
umeny (Mcmopuja cpnere xrouscesnocmu JoBana Jleperuha)” (“Criticism as an
Awareness of Origin, Tradition, and Identity (History of Serbian Literature by Jovan
Dereti¢)”) and ,,Peadmpmanuja MmeTona u nyxa kismkeBHe kputuke (IIparehe kmure
Ucmopuje Jorana [leperuha)” (“Reaffirmation of the Method and Spirit of Literary
Criticism (The Accompanying Books of History by Jovan Dereti¢”).

The humble beginnings of the history of literature among the Serbs, as an
independent scientific discipline, appeared in the first decades of the 19th century,
during the time of Dositej Obradovi¢ and Vuk Karadzi¢. The following books and
works, all representing facts of the highest order, attest to this: Dositej Obradovi¢’s
Emuxa (Ethics), 1803, which offers a brief overview of the development of modern
Serbian literature; Pavle Solari¢’s Pomenik knjizeski (Literary Chronicle), 1810,
which affirms the awareness of the identity of Serbian and Croatian literature;
Lazar Boji¢’s Pamjatnik muzem u slavenoserbskom knjizestvu slavnom (Pantheon
of Renowned Figures of the Slavic-Serb Literature) 1815, which introduced the
outlines of the first literary biography and bibliography, and which some literary
theorists claim is actually the first literary history among the Serbs; and Georgije
Magarasevi¢’s Ilucma @unocepba o cepocxoj rnumepamypu (Letters of Philoserb
about Serbian Literature), 1829. They were followed by Dositej Obradovi¢’s
followers and predecessors of Jovan Skerli¢: Jovan Suboti¢ with the essay Heke
uyepme u3 nosecnuye cepockoz xkrudicecmea (Some Features from the History of
Serbian Literature), 1846, and Jovan Risti¢ with the work Hosuja kruorcesnocm
Cpoa (Modern Literature of the Serbs), 1852.

The first Hcemopuja cpncke kruscesnocmu (History of Serbian Literature) in
1865, was written for the Serbs by a foreign Slavist, Pavel Jozef Safarik. The second
history, IIpeaned ucmopuje cpncke xrusicesnocmu (Overview of the History of
Serbian Literature), in 1865, was also written by a foreigner, Aleksandr Nikolayevich
Pipin. Thus, a tradition emerged of publishing Serbian literary histories in Russian,
German, Czech, and French, some of which, either in full or in parts, have still not
been translated into Serbian — a fact that is culturally difficult for us to understand
and even harder to accept.

From the pen of historian and critic Stojan Novakovi¢, a student of Pura Danici¢,
came the first Hcmopuja cpncke xruscesnocmu (History of Serbian Literature)
(1867) by a domestic author, which reached its final form in the second edition in
1871. In the same year, 1867, just a few months before Novakovi¢’s work, Xucmopuja
KrbudicegHocmu Hapooa xpsamckoe u cpnckoe (The History of the Literature of the
Croatian and Serbian People) by the distinguished philologist Vatroslav Jagi¢, a
student of Franjo Racki and Franz Miklosich, was published. The series of literary
histories in the 20" century continued with: Mcmopuja cpncke xrousicesnocmu
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(History of Serbian Literature) (1903, expanded edition 1906) by Jovan Gréi¢ (1855—
1941); Ilpeaneo cpncke kwusicesnocmu (Overview of Serbian Literature) (1909) by
Pavle Popovi¢ (1868—1939); Ucmopuja cpncke u xpsamcke kiusiceenocmu (History
of Serbian and Croatian Literature) by Andra Gavrilovi¢ (1910-1913, first edition,
1927, second edition); Hcmopuja nose cpncke krudgcesnocmu (History of Modern
Serbian Literature) (1914) by Jovan Skerli¢ (1877-1914); Ucmopuja cpncke
xkroudicesnocmu (History of Serbian Literature) (1923) by Tihomir Ostoji¢ (1865—
1921); and Hcmopuja cpncke kruacesnocmu (History of Serbian Literature) (1983,
first edition, and 2002, second expanded edition) by Jovan Dereti¢ (1934-2002).

After the emergence of comprehensive literary histories, the development of
literary science led to the need for partial histories of literature. Some of these,
like /[yoposauxa xrwuscesnocm (Literature of Dubrovnik) by Ivan Stojanovi¢ Dum
(1900), even preceded the comprehensive histories of Serbian literature.

The corpus of partial histories of Serbian literature, considered as significant
projects that affirm literature and literary criticism as part of culture, includes the
following books: Cpncka xrusicesnocm y cpedmwem sexy (Serbian Literature in the
Middle Ages) (1975) by Milan KaSanin (1895-1981); Cmapa cpncka kwwusicegnocm
(Old Serbian Literature) (1994) by Porde Trifunovi¢ (1934); Hapooua xruocesnocm
(Folk Literature) (1967) by Vido Latkovi¢ (1901-1965); Hcmopuja cmape
cpncke krudicesnocmu (History of Old Serbian Literature) (1980) by Dimitrije
Bogdanovi¢ (1930-1986); Hcmopuja cpncke Krmudicesnocmu 6OapokHoz 000a
(History of Serbian Literature of the Baroque Period) (1970), Ucmopuja cpncke
KIbUdICe8HOCMU Kaacuyuzma u npedpomanmusma. Knacuyuzam (History of Serbian
Literature of Classicism and Pre-Romanticism: Classicism) (1979), and Paharve
HOBE CPNCKE KFUINCEGHOCU. UCOPUJA CPICKE KRUINCEGHOCMU DAPOKA, KAACUYUIMA
u npeopomanmuszma (The Birth of New Serbian Literature: History of Serbian
Literature of the Baroque, Classicism, and Pre-Romanticism) (1983) by Milorad
Pavi¢ (1929-2009); Ucmopuja cpncxe krwusicesnocmu. Powanmuszam 1-111 (History
of Serbian Literature: Romanticism I-I1II) (1972) by Miodrag Popovi¢ (1920-2005);
HUcmopuja mooepre cpncke kruacesnocmu (History of Modern Serbian Literature)
(1986) by Predrag Palavestra (1930-2014); and Hcmopuja cpncke krvusicesnocmu:
peanuzam 1, Il (History of Serbian Literature: Realism I, I1) (2017) by Milorad Jevri¢
(1950).

In interpreting these histories, we started from the fact that the list of the first critical
works, the overview of comprehensive histories, and the list of partial histories of
Serbian literature demonstrate how the foundation and the initial principle of literary
history were established. The first principle of the history of Serbian literature shows
that it evolves and begins from history itself. This has practically been the case from
its inception: from the first historians of Serbian literature, Pavel Safarik, Aleksandr
Pipin, and Stojan Novakovi¢, to the most recent and comprehensive literary history
— Ucmopuje cpncke kruxcesnocmu (The History of Serbian Literature) by Jovan



An Overview Of The History Of Serbian Literature (The History Of Literature...) 287

Dereti¢. Viewed as such, this corpus of ten literary histories actually contributes to
the theory of literary history and the theory of literary criticism.

Keeping in mind the crucial fact that the function of literary criticism in Serbian
culture was initially fulfilled by the history of literature as the fundamental, oldest,
and primary branch of literary science, our Overview of the Histories of Serbian
Literature demonstrates that these histories, valued at the time of their creation,
throughout their existence, and even today, represent the pinnacle or final products of
the synthesis of critical thought. Therefore, it can be justifiably argued that both the
significant national cultural project and the great synthesis of the history of criticism
— Ucmopuje cpncxe krouocesne kpumuxke (The History of Serbian Literary Criticism)
by Predrag Palavestra — originate from the histories of Serbian literature.

Regarding the theoretical, methodological, and critical principles, in presenting
an overview of ten histories of Serbian literature, we started from:

— the theoretical practical premise that literary history is a “narrative” about the
literary past of a nation (a),

— the idea that criticism is at the core of literary history (b), and

— the fact that knowledge about the histories of Serbian literature and awareness
of their continuity are incomplete and need to be re-evaluated and reaffirmed (c).

In this way, the power and symbolism of the literary pen, or rather the creative
spirit and critical act, are affirmed in approaching the subject matter and issues at
hand.

This fundamental idea, as an axiom, serves as a guide leading from the history of
literature, which for a long time performed the functions of criticism, to the genesis
of literary criticism, as the youngest branch of the science of literature. It highlights
how literary criticism has formulated and fulfilled its functions in conditions where
the history of literature was, to some extent, also the history of a nation.

In the process of affirming literature, bearing in mind “the paths it chooses and
the ideas it presents and defends”, Andri¢ emphasizes the common denominator of
these two histories.

The history of society and the history of literature, when compared, show that the views and
understandings carried and advocated by true literature are the views and understandings
of the future; and that lands sincerely and beautifully sung about are always respected
and well defended by the greatest number of people. Likewise, those phenomena that
face the condemnation of true literature do not have long lives or enduring appeal; their
depiction in literature shows that they are doomed, no matter how powerful or enduring
they may seem.?

2 Mcropuja apymiTea M HCTOPHja KELMIKEBHOCTH, yropeheHe, mokasyjy Ja Cy MHIbEHha

U CXBaTama Koja Cy HOIICHA U 3aCTyIaHa OJl IPaBE KEMKEBHOCTH — MHIIJbCHA U CXBaTamba
OyayhHOCTH; M J1a Cy MCKPEHO U JICTIO OTIeBaHEe 3eMJbE YBEK U TOIITOBAaHE U JOOPO OpameHe
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Andri¢, therefore, was also on the trail of the most recent criticism, according to
which the history of literature, by establishing narratives, also defines the collective
identity of a nation.’* The essence of this view leads to the conclusion that “the
closeness between literature and the history of literature is not only formal or stylistic,
but genealogical and ideological-value-based”.* Or, to put it differently: “The history
of art is the history of the development of a general, collective taste. It is the story of
what cultured people have commonly regarded as beautiful in various periods of the
historical process. That story proves nothing, it merely shows.”

The same can be said, with certain additions, for the history of literature and
criticism as part of culture, since they also show a gradual progression in the
realization of human beauty and its logical development. The history of literature (as
the most essential part of a nation’s culture) is best understood, as literary criticism
interprets it, in the light of the moral changes brought about by literature as an art
form. Within these changes lies the true meaning of art.

Criticism first reveals what was believed in and what served as the catalyst for
change. These were: God, freedom, and ideals. In Serbian history and the literary
history, all three elements are reflected in the symbols of the cross, the sword, and the
pen, embodied in the idea of the struggle (with a flaming sword) for the honourable
cross and golden freedom. Deprived of these three elements, modern art finds itself
lost and directionless.

A review of ten histories of Serbian literature reveals that their nature and
essence, as a framework for the theory of literary history and literary criticism
— whose core as a form of creation lies in the communication of the soul and the
salvific gift that expresses them — are complexly understood in the interpretations
of Van Tieghem (1871-1948), the author of the first comparative literary history.
By distinguishing the study of folklore from comparative literature in the literary
history, he highlights the power of the pen and categorically asserts, as does I.

on Hajseher O6poja jbyau. Micto Tako, oHE MMojaBe Koje Haul)y Ha OCyIy MpaBe KEbMKCBHOCTH
HEeMajy Jiyra BeKa HH MpHUBIAYHE CHAre; HHXOBA CIHMKA Y KEHH)KEBHOCTH IOKa3yje Ja Cy
ocyhene, ma ma xkako MohHe Ouine u TpajHe usmenane. Aunpuh, Uso. ,,Cecke, Cabpana
dena. K. 17. Csjetnoct / CapajeBo, IIpocera / beorpaa, Mmamgoct / 3arpe0, JIp:xaBHa
3anox06a Crnosenuje / JbyOspana, Mucia / Crombe, [1o6jena / Turorpan, 1981, p. 15-16.
3 See: Huxomuh, Hewan. Hoewmumem  cpncke  kmwuswcesnocmu:  Ilpuua o
xkroudcesnoucmopujcxoj uoeju, CK3-Ilaprenon, beorpan, 2019.

,,OJTUCKOCT KEbMKEBHOCTH M UCTOPHjE KELHIKEBHOCTH HE caMo (hopMmaliHa WJIH CTHIICKA,
HETO je TeHeaJollka W HJCONIONKO-BpeaHocHa.” Juvan, Marko. Nauka o knjizevnosti u
rekonstrukciji, prev. Miljenka Vitezovié, Sluzbeni glasnik, Beograd, 2011, p. 63.

,/cTopHja yMETHOCTH, TO je UCTOpHja pa3BHjara CaMoO OIIIITEl, KOJCKTUBHOT YKyca.
To je mpuua o ToMe IUTa Cy KYATYpHH JbYAM 3aj€AHUYKHA CMATpajd JIeUM y pPa3HUM
MEPUOMMA UCTOPHUJCKOT Mporeca. Ta mpuya HUINTA HE J0Kasyje, HEro camo IMokKasyje’.
Hyuuh, JoBan. brazo yapa Paoosana, beoxmwura, beorpan, 2003, p. 226.
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Andri¢: “The history of literature is the history of human thought observed through
the art of writing”.¢

Particularly Van Tieghem’s view that “the history of literature is inseparable from
the history of ideas™ is significant, and that it is difficult to draw a clear boundary
between them. He cites religious ideas, philosophical ideas, moral ideas, aesthetic
and literary ideas, all of which form the core of Serbian literature and the literary
history, as well as the critical spirit that has developed within them.

The paper also presents the judgments of three recent monographs, aiming to
demonstrate how a foundation for a new history of Serbian literature is being created
today, and how the approach to literary criticism itself'is evolving. These monographs
are: Cucmem cpncke krudicesnocmu (The System of Serbian Literature) (1996) by
Petar Milosavljevi¢ (1937), the initiator of the movement for the revival of Serbian
studies; Moenmumem cpncke KrudceGHOCMU: NPUYA O KFbUICEBHOUCTNOPUCKO] tdeju
(The Identity of Serbian Literature: A Story of Literary-Historical Ideas) (2019)
by Nenad Nikoli¢ (1975), who explores the question of national literary identity
through an analysis of the history of literary criticism and Serbian literary history;
and Ilymesu cpncke nayke o kwudicesnocmu (The Paths of Serbian Literary Studies)
(2020) by Jovan Pejc¢i¢ (1951), who re-examines the developmental trajectory of
Serbian literary studies using classical methodology, with a special focus on the
histories of literature.

Milosavljevic’s Cucmem cpncke xrugcesnocmu (The System of Serbian
Literature) is a central work in the reactivation and revitalization of Serbian studies.
The System essentially provides an elaborate plan outlining what should be published
and reevaluated in order to defend and preserve the corpus of Serbian literature.® In

¢ Hcropuja KEHKCBHOCTH j€ WCTOPHja JBYACKC MHCIH MOCMAaTpaHa KpPO3 YMETHOCT

mucamwa”. Van Tigem, Uporedna knjizevnost, prev. Mihailo B. Milosevi¢ i Nada Milosevic,
Naucna knjiga, Beograd, p. 75.

,,ACTOpHja KIbIIKCBHOCTH HEpas3nBOjuBa oj uctopuja uaeja”. Ibidem, p. 86.

Besides Cucmema cpncke rruscesnocmu (The System of Serbian Literature) (1996,
2001), Milosavljevi¢ has published several books dedicated to the revival and return to the
Serbian philological tradition, which was interrupted during the period of Serbo-Croatian
studies: Cpou u wuxos jesuk (Serbs and Their Language) (1997, 2001), Cpncku ¢hunonowxu
npoepam (The Serbian Philological Program) (2000), Yso0 y cpoucmuxy (Introduction
to Serbian Studies) (2002, 2003), Cpncxa nucma (Serbian Scripts) (2006, 2009), Hoeje
Jyeocnosencmea u cpncka mucao (ldeas of Yugoslavism and Serbian Thought) (2007),
Cpncko numarve u cpoucmura (The Serbian Question and Serbian Studies) (2007). On the
occasion of the Novi Sad meeting in 2007, organized by the Movement for the Revival of
Serbian Studies, which annulled the Novi Sad Agreement of 1954, Bojan Radi¢ published
the book Cpncko numarwe u cpbucmuxa — Paszeosopu ca Ilempom Munocaswesuhem (The
Serbian Question and Serbian Studies — Conversations with Petar Milosavljevi¢) (2008).
At the core of all these books, according to Milosavljevi¢, lies the idea that the main issues
of the corpus of Serbian literature, its tradition, and the relationship between the whole and

8
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the “Preface”, where he defines the system of Serbian literature and demonstrates
how its corpus has been eroded and continuously challenged, Milosavljevi¢ proposed
a project to publish an edition of The History of Serbian Literature along with
accompanying works and materials in ten volumes. These volumes include histories
of Serbian literature written before World War 11, nine of which were reviewed, with
Milosavljevi¢ writing a preface for each. He approached each history individually,
and the entire system of Serbian literature as a whole, under the motto of Northrop
Frye from Anatomy of Criticism: “Literature is not a subject of study, but an object of
study”.’ In practical terms, Milosavljevi¢ — a distinguished professor, Serbian studies
scholar, critic, and cultural figure with authoritative standing — based his approach
on the principle of criticism: “It is an illusion to think that one can study Serbian
literature without knowing the foundational historical texts that, in earlier periods,
critically influenced the shaping of literary-historical consciousness”.'’

In both perspectives, that of literature as a goal and the understanding of its
histories, Milosavljevi¢’s attitude toward critical consciousness and the culture
shaped by literary histories is evident. The edition opens many questions, and
he posed them by theoretically and practically explaining the methodology for
examining the histories of Serbian literatures and the system of Serbian literature.
The following questions are essential:

a) the models according to which overviews of Serbian literature were written, b) the
points of view from which their authors observed Serbian and other Yugoslav literatures,
¢) the correspondence among the facts these overviews present to the researcher, d) the
strategies that led to changes in models and points of view, e¢) major methodological
shortcomings in the historiography dealing with the study of Serbian literature."

When it comes to the models by which overviews or histories of Serbian literature
were written, Milosavljevi¢ shows how the historical process unfolded, starting with
the early findings of literary historians: Kopitar and Vuk Karadzi¢. Karadzi¢ spoke
of Serbs of three laws: Greek, Roman, and Turkish, or Serbs who were Catholic,
Orthodox, and Muslim. Then there were Safarik and Pipin, who, following the

its parts should be resolved in the new geopolitical context.

®  Frye, Northop, Anatomy of Criticism, Princeton University Press, 2015, p. 11.

10" Munocassbesuh, [letap, Cucmem cpncke kruscesnocmu. HaponHa u yHUBEpP3UTETCKA
oubnmoteka, [Ipumruna, 1996, p. 36.

1 ,a) MOJIEJIM 110 KOjUMa Cy THCAHM MPENIEAN O CPIICKOj JINTEPATypH, 0) Tauke IIIEAUIITa
ca KOjUX Cy HbHXOBH ayTOPH carjiejlaBalld CPICKY U JApyre jyroClIOBEHCKE IITeparype,
B) KopecmoicHnuja Mehy dMibeHHIIaMa KOjH OBH TPErIeAX IpPeaodyaBajy HCTpPaKHMBady,
I) cTparervje Koje Cy JOBOAWJIC N0 MpOMeHaMa y MOJeJMMa W Taykama TIeTUINTa, I)
KPYIHUJU METOJOJIONIKH MPOIYCTH UcTopHOrpaduje Koja ce 0aBU MCIUTHUBAKEM CPIICKE
KibIkeBHOCTH . Idem.
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formula “one language, one people, one literature”, saw three languages, three
nations (Serbian, Slovenian, and Bulgarian), and three literatures, extending to the
present day. They referred to Serbian literature as the literature of “Slavo-Serbs of
the Eastern Rite and the literature of Catholic Slavo-Serbs (Dalmatians, Bosnians,
Slavonians) and Croats”.!? This view was also followed by Novakovi¢, one of the
most diligent, versatile, and influential Serbs, who wrote the history of the literature
of Orthodox Serbs, Catholic Serbs, and Croats. Later, this principle of “one language,
one literature” was upheld by J. Gr¢i¢, T. Ostoji¢, and A. Gavrilovic.

However, Croatian literary historians V. Jagi¢ and D. Surmin established a
different model. Although Jagié, in Xucmopuju krwusicesnocmu napooa xpeamcroza
u cpncxoea (The History of the Literature of the Croatian and Serbian Peoples),
speaks of two closely related nations, one language, and one literature (which he
divided into three periods: old, middle, and new literature), Milosavljevi¢ summarizes
that, in Jagi¢’s model, the “literature of Catholic Serbs”!* disappeared. It is telling
that, at the same time as publishing this History, Jagi¢ founded the edition Cmapu
nucyu xpeamcxu (Old Croatian Writers), in which “writers from Dubrovnik were
predominantly represented”.'

In Iosjecmu kruacesnocmu xpsamcxe u cpncke (The History of Croatian and
Serbian Literature) (1898), Surmin elaborates Jagi¢’s model of Serbian and Croatian
literature as two literatures written in one language (which began to diverge in the
11" century), asserting that they share only the domain of folk literature. Following
Jagi¢’s model, in which “Catholic Serbs are merely another name for Croats™!%, and
his edition, Surmin concludes that Croatian literature consists of old, middle, and
new literature, while Serbian literature consists only of old and new literature. The
Dubrovnik, or middle period, which developed as distinct and regional, disappeared
from the system of Serbian literature — in other words, it was appropriated.®

Two years after Surmin’s model and book, there was a swift reaction from dum
Ivan Stojanovi¢, a Catholic Serb from Dubrovnik. In his posthumously published
works /Jlyoposauka xruocesnocm (Literature of Dubrovnik) (1900) and Hosuja
nosjecm J{yopoenuxa (The Recent History of Dubrovnik) (1903), he argued for the
“Serbian ethnic origin of the majority of Dubrovnik’s population, both the nobility
and the common people”.!” Stojanovi¢ emphasized the fact that Dubrovnik literature

12 ,CnaBocpba HCTOYHOT 00pe/ia U KibiKeBHOCTH Karoinukux CiaaBocpOa ([laaMaruHarna,

Bocanamna, CnaBonamna) u Xpsara®, Ibidem, p. 37.

3 kmwmwkeBHoct Cpba karonuka®, Ibidem, p. 38.

,,HajBHIIIC MPEACTaB/beHU ey u3 JlyopoBuuka®™, Ibidem, p. 39.

,,CpOu karonmuiu camo apyro mme 3a Xpsare, Ibidem, p. 81.

16 According to Milosavljevi¢, all subsequent histories of Croatian literature: Vodnik’s
(1913), Jezi¢’s (1944), Kombol’s (1945), Franges’s (1985) were written in the spirit of
Surmin’s, Ibidem, p. 49.

17 ,cpricko eTHHYKO mopekno BehuHe J[yOpoBdana, u Bmactesne u myka“. Ibidem, p. 40.
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was written in Latin, Italian, and Serbian, meaning it also belongs to the corpus of
Serbian literature. His findings, model, and perspective align with the views of Vuk
Karadzi¢, Kopitar, Safarik, and Novakovié.

Gréi¢ and Ostoji¢ followed Stojanovié’s work, challenging Surmin’s model,
which essentially implies a discontinuity in the history of Serbian literature. The
same can be said for Gavrilovi¢ and the most prominent Serbian literary historians,
Popovi¢ and Skerli¢. All of them argued for the continuity of Serbian literature,
which consists of folk literature, old, middle (or Dubrovnik), and modern literature,
as it was recognized up until World War I1.

In the new state, Antun Barac (1894—1955) wrote the book Jyzocrosencka
xkroudicesnocm (Yugoslav Literature) (1954), which includes Croatian, Slovenian,
and Serbian literature. In it, folk literature is considered shared, while Dubrovnik
literature, as Surmin advocated and Jagi¢ initiated, is presented as Croatian literature.
Milosavljevi¢ argues that the view — that Dubrovnik literature was once Serbian,
later shared with the Croats, and now exclusively Croatian — would be accepted by
all Serbian institutions as they carried out national projects in literature and culture.
This perspective was even confirmed in Hcmopuju cpnckoe napooa (The History
of the Serbian People). In this way, the Serbs abandoned the classical philological
method and their own standpoint of interest.

Milosavljevi¢ interprets the removal of Dubrovnik from the corpus of Serbian
literature by addressing a second question: the perspective from which Serbian,
Croatian, and Yugoslav literatures are viewed. He begins with Seymour Chatman’s
perspective in the book Story and Discourse (1978), which asserts that three points of
view are crucial in narrative texts: “conceptual, interest-based, and observational”.'8
He also refers to Warren and Wellek’s Theory of Literature, in which the authors
problematize the observational point of view, arguing that in practice it is difficult
to “commit to a historical or contemporary stance” and propose “perspectivism” as
a position that will respect the values of the era in which the work was created, as
well as the values of all subsequent periods, including the contemporary age." His
finding is:

The abandonment of the philological conceptual point of view has produced different
consequences in the creation of an image of Croatian literature. The equation of
Catholicism with Croatism in the Serbian language sphere has expanded the area of
the Croatian nation and Croatian literature to the detriment of the Serbian nation and
literature. In this, the Illyrian Movement played a pivotal role.?

18 KOHIIENTyaJHe, HHTEPECHE U TocMmarpauke™, Ibidem, p. 43.

19 Ibidem, p. 44.

20 Hamymirame (UIONONIKE KOHIIENTYaJHE Tauke IVIEAMIITA MMPOM3BEIO j€ Apyradyuje
MOCJIEMUIIE y CTBapamy CIHKE O XPBATCKOj JUTeparypu. M3jepHadaBame KaTONHIN3MA
ca XpBaTCTBOM Ha IPOCTOPY CPIICKOT je3HKa MPOLIMPUIIO j€ MOAPYYje XpBaTCKe Haluje u
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Milosavljevi¢ sees the scientific solution to these problems in the application of
the method of “dialectics of concrete totality! and the application of a model of
inclusion and exclusion of facts, upon which he relies by referring to Richardson.
He emphasizes that the current stance (for political rather than scientific reasons)
deprives the history of Serbian literature of the writers and works of Catholic Serbs,
interpreting the Illyrian Movement solely as a movement of Croats, rather than as a
movement of Serbs and others in Croatia. The essence is that the Serbian strategy of
literature (which comprises works in the Serbian language in the Stokavski dialect
by Serbs of all three faiths: Orthodox, Catholic, and Muslim), which has evolved
from Vuk Karadzi¢ and Dositej Obradovi¢ through all significant Serbian historians:
Novakovi¢, Gavrilovié, Ostoji¢, and P. Popovi¢, thanks to the Croatian strategy —
both of which are legitimate — and the acceptance of Serbian science after World
War 11, has been defeated and rejected. Milosavljevi¢ concludes: “This situation is
unpleasant for Serbian science and culture. However, Croatian science and culture
cannot take pride in it either, as it is not difficult to see the political background of
such behaviour and to illuminate the mechanisms that have led to it”.?

Milosavljevi¢ concludes that it is the duty of Serbian science to publish the
edition of Acmopuje cpncke krwuacesnocmu (The History of Serbian Literature) to
dispel all prejudices, achieve the reintegration of the corpus of national literature, and
uncover “forgotten and suppressed texts and facts”, as this fundamentally concerns
(1) the “corpus of Serbian literature” and (2) the “relation to the Serbian philological
tradition”.?

Following the set goals, Milosavljevi¢ reviewed all histories of Serbian literature
and histories of the nation, as well as significant accompanying literature in the
fields of literary criticism, theory, and aesthetics, particularly the history and literary
criticism that conditioned them; thus, he created a Serbian outline for the Serbian
theory of literary history and literary criticism.

In this context, supporting his project, which was previously proposed by Vasa
Milin¢evi¢ as urgent and essential, our Overview of the Histories of Serbian Literature
can be considered a modest contribution to Milosavljevi¢’s project, emphasizing the
genesis of criticism as a culture within the histories of Serbian literature.”* We are

XPBATCKE KEbMKEBHOCTH HA INITETY CPIICKE HAIN]C M KELIKEBHOCTH. Y TOME j€ TIPEKPETHUUKY
YAOTY OAWIPA0 WIMPCKHU MOKpeT™. Ibidem, p. 47.

2L IMjaleKTHKe KOHKpETHOT Totanutera”, Ibidem, p. 44.

2 Ta cWTyalja je HEMpHjaTHA 3a CPICKY HAYKy W KYATYpy. AJM ce BOME HE MOXKe
MOMNYUTH HHU XPBATCKA HAyKa W KYITypa, jep HHUje TEIIKO BHICTH TOJUTHYKY MO3aIHHY
TaKBOT' IMOHAIIaa ¥ OCBCTJIMTH MEXaHU3ME KOjU Cy TaKBOM IOHaMIamy Boawau', [bidem,
p. 53.

3 Ibidem, p. 56.

24 In addition to the edition of Mcmopuja cpncke krusicesnocmu (The History of Serbian
Literature) in ten volumes, as a cultural act that complements this project, Milosavljevic¢
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convinced that there is no more important project in Serbian literary science than the
re-evaluation of everything that has been written in all histories of Serbian literature.
Because, regarding the discussion about rhetoricians, P. K. Tacitus claimed that
“different periods bring changes in both forms and types of speech”; we would
add: they also bring changes in evaluations.

Searching for the identity of Serbian literature, literary historian and literary critic
Nenad Nikoli¢, in his capital monograph Hoenmumem cpncke xrousicesnocmu (The
Identity of Serbian Literature), accepts the point of view that the history of literature
must have a practical role and “social importance”.?® Therefore, he starts from the
theoretical question: what is Serbian literature?

Nikoli¢ comprehensively analyzes the history of literature and literary criticism,
as well as all histories of Serbian literature, in a manner appropriate to the modern
achievements of literary science, identifying the values of literature as literary
and cultural heritage. By focusing on the given themes and issues, he necessarily
illuminates questions that are the subject of our Overview.

He approaches the topic under the subtitle of the monograph “A Story about
the Literary-Historical Idea” viewing the meaning of literary history as an attempt
to narrate the story of literature through its histories or to “narratively shape the
representation of Serbian literature as a meaningful subject that endures over
time” (italics N. N.).?” According to him, literary history as a story confirms the
“permanence of sameness and the variability of selfhood” (italics N. N.)®, which
pertains to the national identity of literature..

Justaswe searched forevidence thatliterary criticismis established as part of culture
and heritage in the histories of Serbian literature, Nikoli¢ sought the foundations and
core of the identity of Serbian national literature. He demonstrated that the histories
of literature are, in fact, the histories of the people and culture, and that within them,
along with the accompanying criticism, as highlighted by P. Milosavljevi¢’s project

has proposed for publishing the edition Aumonoeuja cpncke noesuje (Anthology of Serbian
Poetry) in eight volumes, keeping in mind the fact that poetry is the most significant part
of Serbian literature and culture, thus laying a new foundation for illuminating the history
of Serbian literature. The edition would, by spatially and spiritually expanding Serbian
literature, encompass: ancient poetry, folk lyrical poetry, folk epic poetry, Romanticism,
modernism, and postmodernism.

3 pasnunumTa pasnobsba YHOCE MpPOMeHe M y o0NMKe Wy Bpcre roopa‘. Tacit, Publije
Kornelije. ,,Razgovori o govornicima®, Germanija. prev. Darinka Neveni¢ Grabovac, Rad,
Beograd, 1969, p. 77.

%6 npymrtBeHy Baxknoct, Hukomuh, Henan. Moenmumem cpncke Krouscegnocmu: npuia
o kmwudicesnoucmopujcroj uoeju. CK3, beorpan, 2019, p. 17.

2 Npunoeedno  yobnuuu npedcmasa o CPACKO] KHUNCEBHOCIU KAO OCMUULBEHOM
npeomemy Koju mpaje y epemeny™. Ibidem, p. 10.

B mpajnocm ucmocmu u npomensmsusocm concmea’. Ibidem, p. 18.
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of publishing the edition Xcmopuje cpncke xruscesnocmu (Histories of Serbian
Literature), all essential cores that create the cultural consciousness of the identity of
the people can be found.

Thus, for example, Georgije MagaraSevi¢, Jovan Suboti¢ and Jovan Risti¢, with
their small studies, laid the foundations for “the concept of Serbian literature as
a national literature, based on the romantic understanding of both the nation and
literature”, claims Nikoli¢ while illuminating Novakovi¢’s History. Suboti¢’s
studies ,,Heke uepre u3 momecTHHIle cepOckor Kmmkecta” (“Some Features of
the History of Serbian Literature”) and J. Risti¢’s Die neuere Literatur der Serben
established “the literary-historical framework of the new Serbian literature, based on
what they considered its general and unchanging characteristic, which thus became
the evaluative criterion for assessing literary works that were yet to emerge”.*°

A similar evaluative judgment applies to G. MagaraSevi¢’s article ,,ITucma
dunocepba o cepdbckoj nureparypu” (“Letters of the Philosopher about Serbian
Literature”), which began with an examination of the nature of literature, viewing
history as “an objective depiction of literary development™'. Thus, we are talking
about critical contributions that we have already noted, keeping in mind that they
practically served as a prologue to all histories of Serbian literature.
literary critics, and cultural scholars, emphasizes as a self-evident position
that “Jovan Dereti¢ [...] wrote the first complete and comprehensive History of
Serbian Literature”*? in which he abolished the division into old, folk, and modern
literature. He reopened the question of periodization as a central issue in the
history of Serbian literature and approached the re-evaluation appropriate to the
new geopolitical circumstances.

In addition to Dereti¢, Nikoli¢ considers S. Novakovi¢, J. Skerli¢, and P. Popovié¢
to be great synthesists and historians, who “highly distinguish themselves by the
visionary ability with which they created an image of Serbian literature in their
histories, which, thanks to its completeness, could become a cultural fact.”””*.

2 NpemcTaBa O CPIICKOj KEHMKEBHOCTH K0 HAIMOHATHO] KEbMKEBHOCTH, HA TEMEJbUMA

POMAHTHYAPCKOT CXBaTama M HaIlfje U KIIKEBHOCTU, [bidem, p. 26.

30 KEIKEBHOMCTOPH]CKH OOJHMK HOBE CPIICKE KIIDKEBHOCTH, 3aCHOBAH HA OHOME IIITO
Cy cMarpajd HhEHOM OIIITOM M HENPOMEHJFUBOM OCOOMHOM Koja je, ¢ Tora, mocraia
BPEIHOCHU KPHUTEPHUjyM 3a OICHY KEbMIKEBHHX Jielia Koja je TeK TpeOajo ja HacraHy*,
Ibidem, p. 30.

31 ,00jeKTHBaH MpHKa3 KiMKEBHOT pasBoja‘, Ibidem, p. 37.

»JoBaH Jlepetuh [...] Hammcao TpBY NENOBUTY M CBeOOyXxBaTHY HMcmopujy cpncke
Kkroudcesnocmu'’, Ibidem, p. 28.

3 BHCOKO M3/[Baja CIIOCOOHOCT BH3Hj€ KOjOM Cy Y CBOJUM HCTOpHjaMa KEHIKEBHOCTH
CTBOPHJIM MPEICTaBy O CPIICKO] KEHKEBHOCTH KOja je 3axBasbyjylid U CBOjO] MOTIIYHOCTH
MOTJIa TOCTaTH KyIATypHa unumeHuna®, Ibidem, p. 31.

32
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Nikoli¢ situates Jovan Skerli¢c and his History, in which “the aesthetic is
subordinated to the idea™*, among the histories of Serbian literature and within
the context of Serbian literary criticism as a cultural heritage. He pointed out, as
he titled his comparative study, the “comparability of two traditions” — the Dositej
Obradovi¢’s tradition and the Vuk Karadzi¢’s tradition:

Even today, Serbian spirits are divided into two great factions: those for whom the
progenitor and spiritual father is Dositej Obradovié, with his realistic, rationalist, and
Western ideas, and those for whom the progenitor is Vuk Karadzi¢, with his romantic and
narrowly nationalist ideas.*

By addressing the identity of Serbian literature, the author opened all the essential
questions of national history, literature, and culture. He named them with titles and
subtitles of chapters dedicated to individual literary historians and their histories. More
precisely, he identified the key histories of ideas that must be treated synthetically
in some new history of Serbian literature and, once re-evaluated, become a critical
heritage of culture.

If he saw the foundation of Serbian national literature in the first critical and
historical works, in the histories of literature, moving from one to the other and
searching through historical cross-sections for a specific weight of meaning, Nikoli¢
has valuably marked their essences and named the ideas as findings and judgments:

— Stojan Novakovi¢ writes the history of national literature as a folk literature and
derives its unity from the unity of the people, narrating history as an art of storytelling.

—Jovan Skerli¢ starts from the comparability of two traditions in Serbian literature
and history, vitalism and rationalism, and, as a fighter against philological criticism,
objectifies his history as a literary-historical narrative.

— Pavle Popovi¢ writes an Overview, establishing Yugoslav literature by starting
from panserbianism and arriving at self-denial.

— Jovan Dereti¢, by reinforcing the principle of Serbian identity and seeking the
national identity of literature, has established the definitive boundaries of Serbian
literature between poetics and history and placed literature within the model of an
open narrative.

All these ideas are visible in the entirety of Nikoli¢’s analysis. We illustrate them
with the example of a summary judgment on J. Skerli¢ — a judgment that shows what
was and how everything transpired and changed in the histories of Serbian literature,
literary criticism, and culture:

3 ecrercko noapeheno uuaejuom™, Ibidem, p. 183.

,,V1 TaHaC CPIICKY TyXOBH JIeJie CE Ha J[Ba BeJIMKa Jieia: Ha OHE KOjUMa je POJIOHAYEITHHUK
u ayxoBHu orai Jocurej OOpanoBuh, ca HEroBUM pEaMCTHUKUM, PAMOHATHCTHYKUM
U 3almaimbadkuM ujejama, U Ha OHe Kojuma je pomoHadenHuk Byk Kapayuh, ca cojum
POMAHTUYAPCKUM M YCKO HAIlMOHATUCTHYKUM macjama.” Quoted by: Ibidem, p. 126.

35
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The Dositej’s tradition, which Skerli¢ held most dear, had a limited scope in forming the
literary-historical narrative when it came to applying the praised idea of Serbs of all three
confessions. Yugoslavism, which demanded that what the Croats defined as their heritage
not be touched, limited Skerli¢’s understanding of Serbian literature to the creation
of Orthodox Serbs, thereby betraying both Dositej’s enlightened and Vuk’s romantic
linguistic nationalism. This introduced fension (italics N. N.) into Serbian literary
historiography in the first decades of the twentieth century, as Pavle Popovi¢ then viewed
Serbian literature indeed in a broadly Dositej-like manner. However, with Popovi¢’s
conceptualization of Yugoslav literature toward the end of World War I, limiting Serbian
literature to the creation of Orthodox Serbs would become normalized, and after World
War 11, it would become binding.

And thus, we have a framed picture of history and reality. Once, V. Jagi¢ and A.
Gavrilovi¢, and not only them, wrote the history and historiography of Serbian or
Croatian literature, discussing the common idea or the sameness of Serbs and Croats
and their literatures. Then, P. Popovié, Milo§ Savkovi¢, and Antun Barac wrote the
histories of Yugoslav literature. These could have been the consequence and result
of many historical, linguistic, and other processes and circumstances, as indicated
by one among many facts. The notable Croatian writer and politician from the 17th
century, Juraj Krizani¢, a nobleman advocating for the unity of Slavs, noted that he
heard songs about Prince Marko in his native Karlovac, considering the religious
division among Serbs and Croats as “the main obstacle from the church and the
emperor. Therefore, it is no wonder that this sincere panslavist loved the songs about
the greatest hero of the South Slavs”.3” After the collapse of the two Yugoslavias, the
idea of the sameness of the three-named people and the idea of their brotherhood and
unity was rejected and extinguished.

36 JocutejeBcka Tpamunudja g0 koje je Ckepnuh HajBuiie ap)ao OWiia je OrpaHuYeHor
nomera y (opMupamy KiMKEBHOHUCTOPHMjCKE NpUYE Kaja je ped O MPUMEHH XBaJbeHe
uzaeje o CpOuma cBe TpU BEpPOUCIIOBECTH. JY20Ci06eHCmE0 KOje 3axTeBa Ja ce He JHpa
y OHO mTO cy XpBaTH OJpEeIWSM Kao CBOjy Oamrtuny, orpanudmio je CkepnuheBo
CXBaTame CPIICKE KEMKEBHOCTH Ha cmeaparve npasociaguux Cpba, ynme Cy U3HEBEpEHH
u JlocutejeBu npoceehienr U BykoB poMaHTHUApCKH je3WYKH HAlMOHaIM3aM. To je yHeno
nanemocm (kyp3uB H. H.) U y CpIICKy KEbH)KEBHY MCTOpPHOIpadujy MpBE ACICHHU]EC H TI0
nBajeceror Beka, jep je [lanme IlomoBuh Taja cpricky KHHKEBHOCT MOCMAarpao 3amcTa
JIOCUTEjeBCKH IMHPOKo. Mehytum, ca ITonoBuheBoM KOHIENTYaNn3alMjoM jyroCIIOBEHCKE
KIWOKEBHOCTH TIpe]l Kpaj [IpBOr CBETCKOT para OrpaHHYaBambeM CPIICKE KEHMKEBHOCTH Ha
cTBapame npaBociaBHUX CpOa mocrahe Hopmann3oBaHO a mocie J[yror cBeTckor pata H
obagesyjyhe”, Ibidem, p. 184.

37 ITaBHOM TIPETIPEKOM O] CTPaHE IPKBE U 1[apa. 3aTo HUje HU YyJI0 IITO je OBaj HCKPEHH
MMAHCIIOBEH BOJICO TecMe 0 HajeheM jyHaky Jyxuux Croena®, Anekcuh, Mapko, Mapko
Kpamesuh (Hosex xoju je nocmao neeeneda), Jlaryna, beorpan, 2015, p. 282-283.
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Nikoli¢’s synthesis in his monograph, which has two parallel streams: the first
in the main text (pages 9—507) and the second in the ‘Notes’, which can be read
as a companion book (pages 509-652), is proof that Serbian literary science has
the strength to reach a re-evaluation of the essence of Serbian literary histories and
thereby reaffirm critical awareness in the nation. It shows correction of the omissions
from the edition of Cpncra kruoicesna kpumuxa (Serbian Literary Criticism), in
which, according to Milosavljevi¢, “the stance of Serbian philology has remained
hidden [...]. It required both skill and finesse to remain silent about how the corpus
of Serbian literature was viewed by Pavle Popovi¢ and other Serbian positivists”.*

Starting from the cited idea of Tacitus as the key to one’s work, the fruitful
literary historian and critic Jovan Pej¢i¢, in the process of critical re-evaluation in
Ilymesuma cpncre nayke o krudcesnocmu (The Paths of Serbian Literary Science),
began with the fundamental question — the principles of literary science and the issue
of categorization, which, as we emphasized, is at the core of every history of Serbian
literature. He distilled the problem to an essential measure and evaluation, based
on three principles: the principle of affirmation (1), the principle of actualization
(2), and the principle of problematization (3). Thus, this approach forms the basis
of literary science, equally vital for literary history and literary criticism, and hence
his conclusion: “each of the aforementioned principles represents a key, or opens a
field for a separate literary discipline — for example, criticism, or literary history and
comparatistics, or literary theory™ (italics J. P.).

In these principles, convinced that there are no perfect divisions in the history of
literature nor can there be, PejCi¢ seeks the fundamental meaning of literary history
and literary criticism, finding the meaning of similarities and a common core, or the
fundamental values, duration, and unity of literary and national identity. This is reflected
in the key signs from the titles of the chapters in the book, titled “Seals”: the meaning and
similarities of history and literary criticism, the unity of literary and national identity, the
connection and relationship between the literary critic and the literary historian, and the
foundations, values, and limits of the expansion of national literature and its endurance.

When it comes to the fundamental pathways of the development of the history
of Serbian literature, corresponding to the three principles outlined in the approach,
Pejci¢’s synthesis leads to the conclusion that the foundation of Serbian literary science
consists of: the myth of the break and development of Serbian literature arising in
multiple languages, the quest for the beginnings of Serbian literary criticism and essay

38, CTaHOBUINTE CPIICKE (UIIOJOTHje je ocTano ckpuBeHO. [...] Tpebano je W BeHITHHE
U YMEIIHOCTH Jla ce MpehyTH Kako Cy Ha KOPIYC CPICKE KIbMKeBHOCTH Tienanu Ilasme
[MoroBuh u npyru cpricku no3utuBucTH.” MunocasibeBuh, I1. Ibidem, p. 99.

3 CBaKO Of TIOMEHYTHX Hadeja TPEACTaB/ba KJbYY, OMHOCHO OTBapa IMOJbe 3aceOHe
JUTEpapHe JUCHUIUIMHE — Ha TPUMEp Kpumuke, WIH KIbUdICeGHe uUcmopuje W
Komnapamucmuxe, Wa meopuje kroudxcesnocmu”. Tlejuuh, Joan, I[lymesu cpncke nayke o
rkrousicesnocmu, CK3 / beorpan, JleckoBauku KyntypHu 1ienrap / Jleckosar, 2020, p. 11.
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writing, and the issue of periodization as a foundational idea of Serbian literary history
and its emergence.”” These are the main markers from the titles of Pej¢i¢’s Paths of
Serbian Literary Science, encapsulated in the chapter Foundations.

The unity of literary and national identity, which can be found as the least common
an analysis of the format of the works and the creative personality of Jovan Skerli¢
as a literary critic and literary historian. Among other things, he emphasized what
was our fundamental starting point, which indicates the connection and relationship
between history and literary criticism, as well as the fact that literary criticism has its
place of origin in the history of literature. Skerli¢ writes History, as he indicates in the
introduction, “understanding literature as the highest expression of national life”.*!
KroudicesHocmu  bapoknoz 0oba (History of Serbian Literature of the Baroque
Period) (1970) by Milorad Pavi¢, a literary historian characterized by synthesis and
a comparative method in the partial history of literature, presented after the pages
concluding the discussion on the scope and significance of the great Skerli¢.** Pejici¢
believes that Pavi¢ is defined by two research directions: “One of the directions
concerned the study of the connections between Serbian writers and the literatures of
European nations. The second direction led to the exploration and synthetic treatment
of Serbian literature of the 17%, 18", and early 19th centuries”.*

4Tt is well-known that the dominant literary figure at the end of the 18" century and the
beginning of the 19" century was Dositej Obradovi¢, a writer who “introduced the national
language into Serbian literature with great fanfare”. By creating in two languages, he “finally
confirmed the bridge” between the old and new Serbian literature, which was established
before him by Venclovi¢. Gavril Stefanovi¢ Venclovi¢ “was the first and last Serbian literary
worker to write in two languages, Serbian-Slavonic and the national language, and with him,
the medieval tradition of Serbian literature came to an end”. See more in: llImaaujep, Upena,
,,CTapa cpricka KiMKEBHOCT M CPEIHOBEKOBHO PYKONMCHO Hacnehe™, 300pHuK pamoBa CBET
cprcke pyxorucHe kmure (XII-XVII Bex), CAHY, Beorpax 2016, p. 150, 154.

4 cxBarajyhu KEIDKEBHOCT Kao HAjBHINK HM3pa3 HapomHor xwuBorta“. Ckepnuh, JoBaH,
Hcmopuja nose cpncke krudicegnocmu. 3aBoj 3a YIIOCHHKE W HACTaBHA CpecTBa, beorpar,
1997, p. 16.

2 We rely on Pejici¢’s judgment due to his principle of actualization and longevity in
the teaching and study of literature. He has edited and equipped several works of Serbian
writers with critical commentary, including those of Jovan Skerli¢ (in five volumes), Nikanor
Gruji¢, Isidora Sekuli¢, Bogdan Popovié¢, Milan Rakié, Laza Kosti¢, Vladislav Petkovi¢
Dis, Milutin Boji¢, Justin Popovi¢, Branimir Cosi¢, Rade Drainac, Nikolaj Timéenko, as
well as a critical anthology of representative works about Ljubomir Nesi¢. These are first-
rate facts that indicate the nature of his research and assessments.

4 Jeman o mpaBana THIA0 Ce MPOydYaBarba Be3a CPIICKUX MMHCAIA Ca KIIKEBHOCTHMA
eBpOICKUX Hapoja. J[pyru mpasail BOAMO je Ka HMCTPaXKUBAaKy W CHHTETHYKO] 00pajan
cpricke KibrokeBHOCTH XVII, XVIII u panor XIX Beka®, [lejunh, J., Ibidem, p. 215.
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.....

of related events “in the spheres of the history of the people, the church, visual
arts, education, and language™*, which arises from Pavi¢’s History, and that all of
this “returns to the field of the literary history”.*> This indicates how important it
is to understand the overview of the histories of ideas from all histories of Serbian
literature.
elaboration of Safarik’s History is significant for our considerations. Considering
the fact that it is based on the primary reality that it was written by a foreigner (and
foreigners have always been supporters of Serbian culture, not only in the context of
literary history but also in national history and all other cultural areas), and finding
that the famous Slovak made a “decisive step” in the literary history among the Serbs,
he consequently writes: “The heritage of Serbian literary historiography has a dual
origin. The solutions derive from domestic and foreign historians and interpreters”.*®
In this sense, Pej¢i¢’s Paths are, without a doubt, a unique way towards a new
history of Serbian literature in which literary criticism conquers a new ground.
Critics, cultural scholars, and aestheticians today have a better understanding of
the process of creating an artistic work, and although they are involved in political
life like their predecessors, they should avoid any political compromise, nationalism,
and romantic fervour.*’ They should understand and interpret the process as poets
have always known and done. Poets have claimed that foday s sense of beauty is a
product of other centuries. The history of art has long worked on creating certain
shared certainties in matters of beauty. It has established some standards that have
already taken on the forms of principles, even dogmas. “Today, the peoples of the
same culture have almost the same principles about overall life; and it is impossible
for this not to affect art”.*

4y chepama ucropuje Hapoa, PKBE, TMKOBHE YMETHOCTH, IPOCBETE U je3uka‘, Ibidem,

p. 241.

4 Bpahia Ha MoJbe UCTOPHje KEBIKEBHOCTH™, Idem.

,Hacnehe cpricke KibmkeBHE HCTOPHOTrpaduje IBOCTPYKOT je Topekia. Periema oty
on noMahux ¥ MHOCTpaHHWX UCTopuuapa u tymada’. Ibidem, p. 247.

471t is essential for understanding our approach, and in the introduction we started from
Frye’s point of view that “Literature is not a subject of study, but an object of study”, the
idea that almost all Serbian writers, critics and thinkers were also politicians, so their mission
was determined by parallel creative and political activity. See: Aspamosuh, 3opan, Yuju je
KFUIICEGHUK U 15€2060 0€l0: PACIPA8d O KYIMYPHOM UOEHMUMEmy CPHNCKe KIbUNCeGHOCMU,
W3naBauka kmmkapauia 3opana Crojanosuha, Cpemcku Kapnosim — Hosu Can, 2003, p. 5.
The part of the discussion under the title Serbian Literature and Politics (95—-106) is indicative.
# JlaHac HapOaW MCTE KYATYype UMajy CKOPO MCTE MPUHIIUIIE O YKYITHOM KHBOTY; a HHje
moryhe na To He 3axBaru U ymetHoct” . The opinion of Jovan Ducié, a poet of the first rank,
which was also reflected in criticism, should be taken as reliable. He writes: ,,Kan jeman
TIECHHUK THIIE O JIPYTrOM MECHHKY, Taj je CIIyyaj HHTEPECaHTHUJU HEro KaJl O TIECHUKY IHIIe

46
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This viewpoint of the poet Jovan Duci¢ points to the essence confirmed by our
Overview of Ten Histories of Serbian Literature. Two ideas emerge as conclusions:
In the histories of Serbian literature, the common formula of beauty has grown out
of Greek arts (1), and critics and literary historians should evaluate by striving for
thoughts that encompass adopted standards (2). Like the poet, the literary historian
and literary critic should see in a work what “is valuable at least for the majority
of cultured people”®, recognizing that it is a problematic act when one interprets
another person, and thus no one should cast stones at the “sanctified values” of
the time and literary generation. The developmental arc of Serbian historians was
increasingly aligned with these ideas.
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